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''The briefs shall be printed in type not less in size than 
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requirements.'' 
The foregoing is printed in small pica type for the infor-
mation of counsel. 
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IN THE 
Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia 
AT RICHMOND. 
COMMONWEALTH OE' VIRGINIA 
v. 
N.B. MAYO. 
·To the Honorable ·Judges of the Supreme ~court of AptJeals 
of Virginia: 
Petitioner, the Commonwealth of Virginia, respectfully 
represents that it is aggrieved by a final judgment of the Cor-
poration Court of the City of Alexandria, entered on the 24th 
day of May, 1927, in a certain information proceedings pend-
ing in the said Court wherein the Commonwealth was plain-
tiff and one Buick Coupe A1~tom~bile, and N. B. Mayo were 
defendants, in which order the relief prayed for by the said 
Mayo was ·granted and the said automobile ordered turned 
over to him. 
The coupe was seized on the 16th day of January," 1927, 
in the City of.Alexandria while eighty-nine gallons of ardent 
spirits were being illegally transported therein and Sid Mon-
roe, 'vho was in possession thereof, was arrested. (Page 7. 
of the Record.) 
Information was filed against the automobile. N. B. lVIayo, 
o~ Richmond City, became a party defendant and claimed that 
he was the owner of the car and was ignorant of the use of 
his automobile in the illegal transportation of ardent spirits: 
When the case was called the court, over the exception of 
the Commonwealth, submitted to a jury two questions : 
-1. Does it appear to the satisfaction of the jury from the. 
evidence that the petitioner ~fayo was ignorant of the illegal 
use to which said car was put? 
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2. Does it appear to the satisfaction of the jury from the 
evidence that the use of said car fo~ transportation of ardent 
spirits was without connivance or consent, expressed or im-
plied, ·of the petitioner Mayo, and for the trial of said issues 
petitioner Mayo shall be plaintiff and the Commonwealth of 
Virginia defendant. (Page 5.) 
After all the evidence had been introduced, but one instruc-
tion was offered. That one was offered by the Commonwealth 
and was refused, and its exception to the Court's ruling 
noted. (Page 16.) 
The jury having found for the petitioner the Common-
'vealth moved the Court to set aside the verdict and enter 
judgment for the Commonwealth and the Court having de-
nied the motion entered final judgment for the petitioner 
1\iayo and the Commonwealth excepted. (Pages 16 and 17.) 
Petitioner assigns three errors: 
. 1. The submission to a jury of the questions as to whether 
M:ayo was ignorant of the use of his car in the illegal trans-
port of ardent spirits and whether he connived or consented 
to its use in such illegal transport. 
2. The refusal of the Court to give the instruction asked 
by the Commonwealth. 
3. The refusal of the Court to set aside the verdict of the 
jury and to enter judgment for the Commonwealth. 
THE FACTS. 
'rhe facts are simple, there being no conflict in the evidence. 
S'id 1\tionroe had had a general reputation as a violator of 
the prohibition law in the City of Richmond and the adjoining 
Dounty of Chesterfield for at least one year. (Pages 8, 9, 10 
and 11 of the Record.) Sid 1\.fonroe was arrested in Ches-
terfield County, February 22, 1926, for illegal transporting 
ardent spirits, plead guilty on March 1st, was. fined and sen-
t.enced to jail; 'vas arrested by State officers in November in 
:Chesterfield County and sldpped his bail. Testimony of 
A. T. Traylor, page 9. He had been arrested in the City of 
Richmond and on October 22, 1926, in Hustings Court, Part 
2, plead guilty of transporting ardent spirits. (Record of 
case v. Sid Monroe and R-ichard Williams, page 12.) 
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Such was ~Ionroe 's undisputed character and his reputa-
tion as a violator of the prohibition law at the ti:rp.e ]{layo 
loaned him the Buick automobile. It is conceded that there 
:was no direct evidence to connect J.\IIayo with the use of his 
automobile by Monroe in the illegal transport of ardent spir-
its. But what of circumstantial evidence? 
The seized car had been transferred to him July 27th, 1926, 
by Mrs. Ethel F. Webster, having paid her $850.00; crediting 
her bill for $150.00 and paying her $700.00 in cash. He had 
known her all his life, and had previous to his purchase gone 
on her bond for a violation of the prohibition law and had 
·l{nown she had been convicted. That he knew she had once 
been charged with the violation of the law and acquitted. 
!That he frequently loaned his automobile to his friends and 
people he knew for their convenience, and that after his pur-
chase of the automobile he loaned her the automobile "when-
ever she wanted i't" (1\Iayo'~ testimony, page 6). 
E. F. Webster, husband, and Ethel F. Webster, from whom 
;Mayo bought the Buick had both been convicted in Richmond 
for violations of the prohibition law. (Pages 14 and 15.) 
They had general reputations as violators of that law. (Tes;. 
timoi1y of J. N. Wood, page 8, F. M. Wood, page 11, 0~ D. 
Garton, page 10, and A. T. Traylor, page 9.) · 
The car was loaned on the night of the 1.5th of J anua.ry, 
on the 16th it was captured in Alexandria. It was the11 
equipped with smoke screen connections a11d had had its 
rumble seat removed. (J. N. vVood, page 8.) Mayo testified 
he.loaned J.\IIonroe the car to take his girl, who was with him, 
home; that ~1:onroe· was a customer. He made no explanation 
of the smoke screen connections and did not account for the 
removal of the rumble seat. 
THE LAW. 
1. The Court committed error when it submitted to a jury 
the questions as to whether l\fayo was ignorant of the use to 
wh1ch Monroe put the automobile and whether he connived 
or consented, expressly or impliedly to its use in the trans-
portation of ardent spirits. Section 28 of the Layman Law 
provides that wheR "it shall appear to the satisfaction of the 
Court from the evidence that the owner" * * * "automo-
bile" * * * was igno1~ant of the illegal use and that such il-
legal use was without his connivance or consent, express or 
4 Supreme Court of A ppcals of Virginia. 
implied, * * * then that the court shall have the right to re-
lieve the. owner of the forfeiture provid~d in the same sec-
tion. To state the law is sufficient. It needs no argument to 
clarify the meaning of the language. The trial court, the 
judge th~reof, was by law vested with the discretionary po,ver 
of reli~f. Our only comment on his manifest error is the 
thought that such power was confused \Vith the direction 
contained in the first sentence of the third paragraph of Sec-
tion 28, which provided that when a person appears in con-
demnation proceedings and is made a party defendant that 
the proceedings shall conform as nearly as practicable to 
Chapter 131 of the Code of nineteen hundred and nineteen. 
Vve take it that it is highly impracticable to submit the dis-
.cretionary authority of the court to the decision of a jury. 
Our thought is that, where the pleadings raise an issue of fact, 
for instance, whether or not the automobile was actually trans-
porting ardent spirits at the time it was seized, the question 
of the guilt of the automobile, inight, and probably should, 
be submitted to a jury under Section 131 of the Code cited. 
2. The jury was left, without the guidance of instructions, 
to use its own discretion to reach conclusions upon the two 
questions submitted to it by the court. S'o far there are no 
l'eported cases. in Virginia construing the language used as 
to what facts brings home to owners or lienors presumed 
]\now ledge of the• illeg~l use of vehicles transporting ardent 
~pirits and what circumstances fastens upon the owners and 
lienors the fact of express or implied connivance or consent. 
Vie take it, however, that this court has construed the lan-
guage of the .Act in three cases 'vhich were decided by Juqge 
Clement in the Circuit Court of Pittsylvania County by its 
order of 1\Iarch 25th, 1924. In information proceedings 
agahu~t a certain Ford roadster and which reached the Su-
r·reme fiourt nnder title of 1lf.otor F'·inance Co'rporati.on v. 
Com,?nonweaUh of Vi·r.rrinia, Case No. 1, and in other infor-
mation proceedings from the same court under the same 
title, as cases Nos. 2 and 3. As no writs were allowed counsel 
must search the records, examine and weigh the evidence 
and attempt to extract therefrom the conclusions of the lower 
and Supreme Courts as to the law applicable to the facts of 
those cases. 
The record in case No. ·1, or the Young case, discloses the 
follo,ving undisputed facts : Young, . a resident of· Danville, 
purchased a Ford of the Crowell Automobile Company of 
. ·-·. 
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Danville, making a cash payment and executing notes for 
deferred payments and a conditional sales contract; that on 
the same day the Crowell Company endorsed the notes and 
assigned the contract, ·which had been duly docketed, to the 
Motor Finance Corporation of Roanoke, Virginia. The sale 
was made on the 21st of January; the car seized on the 28th 
day of February, both 1924. 
The evidence shows that Young. had a general reputation, 
in the County of Pittsylvania, of being a violator of the pro-
hibition law. No evidence was introduced to show that either 
the seller or the Finance Company knew of such reputation. 
Counsel for the prohibition department had the record in the 
Young case printed for distribution. 
In the petition of Motor Finance Company, page 3, of this 
unofficial record, counsel epitomize the only issue applicable 
to the instant case: 
1. ''Does the Prohibition Act render void the lien of an 
automobile dealer who has sold an automobile to a resident 
of a city after reasonable inquiry which has failed to develop 
a~y facts tending to show the purchaser of the automobile in-
tended to .use the automobile in violation of law, although it 
afterwards develops that the purchaser has a reputation in 
the adjoining county of being a violator of such law, and the 
dealer by making inquiry in the county may have ascertained 
that fact Y '' The reply of the court was refusal of relief. 
May we not conclude, that in the opinion of the court, the 
dealer was under obligation to make inquiry as to the gen-
e~al reputation of the_purchaser as a violator of the prohi-
bition la,v. And is it not the duty of an owner to ascertahl 
such general reputation of a person to who~ he lends his 
automobile 1 If so then the court erred when it refused to 
give the instruction asked by the Common,vealth. 
3. The Court should have set aside the verdict of the jury 
and entered judgment of condemnation and for sale of the 
Buick automobile (pages 16 and 17). The error of the Court 
in this respect is based upon the uncontradicted evidence of 
::M~onroe 's reputation as a violator of the prohibition law. 
The suspicious character of ~fa yo's alleged purchase of the 
Buick from 1\frs. Webster, considering her reputation and her 
use of the ·car after the alleged sale, preparation of the car 
for smoke screen connections and the unexplained removal 
of its 1~umble seat. 
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The general application of Judge Clement's decision to 
the principles involved in this case has been of inestimable 
value to all connected with the enforcement of the prohibition 
law applicable to seizure and forfeiture of automobiles used 
in the illegal transportation of ardent spirits. To draw the 
teeth of the decision and to allow filling station proprietors 
· to lend their smoke screen equipped automobiles to notorious 
rum running customers and relieve them of forfeiture 'vhen 
seized loaded to capacity with ardent spirits will paralyze 
enforcement efforts. 
By reason of the errors assigned petitioner prays for a 
writ of error and sttpersedeas to the judgment of the Cor-
poration C.ourt of the City of Alexandria, entered on the 24th 
day of May, 1927, that said judgment may be reviewed and 
reversed; that this court proceed to enter such judgment as 
the said Corporation Court· should have entered condemning 
the aforesaid Buick coupe and ordering its sale according 
to law, and your petitioner will ever pray, etc. 
COMMONWEALTJI OF VIRGINIA. ' 
By Counsel. 
'VM. P. WOOLLS, 
}JDWIN H. GIBSON, 
... 1\.ttoTneys. 
I, Edwin H. Gibson, an attorney practicing in the Supreme 
Court of Appeals of Virginia, do certify that in my opinion 
there is error in the final judgment of the Corporation Court 
of the City of Alexandria entered on the 25th day of l\i[ay, 
1927, in a certain information proceeding in which the Com-
,mon,vealth of Virginia was plaintiff and N. B. ~Iayo a de-
fendant and that the said judgment should be reviewed and 
reversed and judgment entered for the Commonwealth. 
Received June 8, 1927. 
Received June 10, 1927. 
EDWIN H. GIBSON. 
H. S. J. 
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Virginia: 
In the S'upreme Court of Appeals, held at the Courthouse 
of Wythe County, in the Town of Wytheville, on Wednesday, 
the 8th day of June, 1927 : 
Upon the petition of the Commonwealth of Virginia a writ 
of error and 8'l£persedeas is awarded her to a judgment of the 
.Corporation Cqurt of the City of Alexandria., entered on the 
24th day of May, 1927, in a certain information proceedings 
pending in the said court 'vherein the Commonwealth was 
plaintiff and one Buick Coupe A.utomboile, and N. B. Mayo 
were defendants. 
Which is ordered to be certified together with the papers in 
this cause to the clerk of this court at Richmond. 
A. Copy-Teste: 
J. M. KE~LY, C. C. 
(See manuscript for reprint.) 
VIRGINIA.: 
Pleas before the Corporation Court of the City of Alex-
andria, on the 8th day of April, 1927. 
page 2 ~ Commonwealth of Virginia, 
City of Alexandria, to~ wit: 
In the Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria, Vir-
ginia. 
BE IT RE1\1:EJ\IIBERED, That William P. Woolls, Attor-
ney for the Co:r;nmonwealth for the said City of Alexandria, 
and who in this behalf prosecutes for the said Commonwealth, 
in his proper person, comes into said Court on this the 8th 
day of April, 1927, and here gives the said Court to under-
stand and be informed that on. the 16th day of January, 1927, 
in the said City of Alexandria, a certain Buick coupe auto-
mobile, license number Va. 11496-1027, engine number 
13709247 was seized pursuant to Section 28 of an Act of the 
General Assembly of Virginia, commonly known as the Pro-
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hibition Law, as amended, and that it is here alleged that at 
the time of said seizure aforesaid ardent spirits wer~ being 
illegally transported in said automoble. . · 
WHEREFORE, the said Attorney for the .Commonwealth 
prays the consideration of this Court in the premises, and 
that by reason of said illegal transportati.on of ardent spirits 
said Buick coupe automobile be condemned and sold and the 
proceeds thereof disposed of according to law, and that Sid 
1\fonroe (alias Sid Thornburg), and all other persons con-
cerned in interest be cited to appear before said Court and 
show cause why the said Buick coupe automobile should :ri.ot 
be condemned and sold to enforce said forfeiture. 
(Signed) WM. P. WOOLLS, 
Attorney for the Common,vealth for the 
City of Alexandria, Virginia. 
Subscribed and sworn to before me, in the City and State 
aforesaid, this 8th day of April, 1927. 
My commission expires Dec. 3, 1928. 
Endorsed on back : 
Virginia: 
( S'igned) SUSIE E. 1'IURPHY, 
Notary Public. 
In the Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria. 
Commonwealth of Virginia 
vs. 
I-nformation for Forfeiture of One Buick Coupe, Eng. No. 
1370924. 
Filed April 9, 1927. 
ELLIOTT F. HOFFMAN, Clerk. 
. 
By EAR.L R. SULLIVAN, D. C. 
Commonwealth v. N. B. Mayo. 9 
page 3 ~ In the Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria., 
Virg~nia. 
PETITION OF OWNER OF .AUTOMOBILE. 
Commonwealth 
vs . 
.One Buick .Automobile, Engine Number 1370924. 
'11o Honorable Howard W. Smith, Judge of said Court: 
Your Petitioner, N. B. l\fayo, of 1316 Utah Place, Rich-
mond, Virginia, respectfully stat~s to the Court that he is 
the owner of Buick .Automobile, Engine Number 1370924, 
Cabriolet type; that on or about the 15th day of January, 
·1927, one Sid :1\'Ionroe, an acquaintance of your Petitioner, 
who had theretofore been dealing at the place of business of 
your Petitioner, requested the use of your Petitioner's au-
tomobile in order to take home a friend; that your Petitioner 
loaned said Monroe his automobile for said purpose, request-
ing said Monroe to place the car in your Petitioner's garage 
as soon as he had completed l1is trip; that later your Peti-
tioner learned of the arrest of said Monroe in the City of 
Alexandria, charged with transporting ardent spirits in said 
automobile. 
Your petitioner further states to the Court that he had 
no knowledge that said Sid Monroe had any intention of 
using said automobile for any unlawful purposes, or that he 
contemplated the use of same for the transportation of ardent 
spirits. · 
In consideration whereof, your Petitioner prays that the 
forfeiture proceedings against said automobile may be dis-
missed, and that said automobile may be returned to him in·_ 
accordance with the Sta tu~e in such cases made and provided. 
N. B. MAYO, Petitioner. (Signed) 
page 4 ~ Virginia, 
County of Henrico, to-wit: 
I, the undersigned Notary Public ~n and for the State and 
, County aforesaid, do l1ereoy certify that N. B. Mayo per-
sonally appeared before me in my County aforesaid and made 
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oath that the matters and facts set forth in the foregoing Pe-
tition are true. S~0. 
Given under my hand this 24th day of January, 1927 . 
. -.... }··: 
My commission .,wn~es April12, 1930. 
·- (S'igned) . H. D. NUCKOLS, . 
· :Y. N ota.ry Pubhc. 
~·~.·--. ' 
page 5 ~ It is certified that upon the call of this case the 
Court directed that the following issues be sub-
mitted to the jury by virtue of the provisions of Section 28 
of the Laymen Prohibition Law, and of Sec. 3371 of Chapter 
~131 of the Code of 1924, as follows, to-wit: 
The following issues of acts are submitted to the jury for 
determination: · 
1. Does it appear to the satisfaction of the jury from the 
evidence that the petitioner ~1ayo was ignorant of the illegal 
use to which said car was put 1 
2. Does it appear to the satisfaction of the jury from the 
evidence that the use of said car for transportation of ardent 
spirits was without connivance or consent, expressed or im-
plied, of the petitioner :Niayo, and for the trial of said issues 
petitioner Mayo shall bP- the plaintiff and the Commonwealth 
of Virginia the defendant. · 
To which order of the Court submitting questions of fact 
for the determination by the jury, the Commonwealth by 
counsel. ex~epted, and for groi1nds of exceptions stated that 
under Section 2R of the of the Laymen Law it bee1ame the 
.duty of the Court, without intervention of the jury, to pass 
upon the petition of Mayo for·Telief, it being expressly pro-
vided in said section that the O\\'Jler of an automobile in which 
ardent spirits is being ille~ally transported shall sho'v to the 
F:atisfaction of the Court from the evidence that he was ig- . 
norant of the ille~al use to which same was put, and tha.t such 
illeg-al use was without his connivance or consent,. e~pressed 
or implied. 
Teste thi~ 24th day of 1viay, 1927 . 
. ~!~~tA.RP.. W. SMITH, Judge. 
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page 6 }- The following is all of the evidence introduced 
on behalf of the plaintiff: 
Rogers was introduced on behalf of the plaintiff and testi-
~ed that he worked off and on at the garage of N. B. J\'Iayo, 
and that he never heard of him having the reputation ·of 
being a violator of the Prohibition Law. 
N. B. Mayo testified that he was ihe owner of a garage 
at the corner of and Broad Streets, in the City 
of Richmond, Virginia, just opposite Police Headquarters, 
and that he never heard of the reputation of Sid Monroe as 
a violator of the Prohibition Law. That he had known him 
a short time; that he was one of his customers and that in 
the night time of the day previous to hjs arrest in Alexandria 
he had loaned him the Buick automobhe, which was seised at 
the time of his arrest, for the purpose, as he said, of taking 
his girl, who was with him at the time, home. He also tes-
tified that he frequently loaned his automobile to friends and 
people he knew for their convenience. That he purchased the 
.Buick automobile from 1\frs. Ethel F. Webster on the 27th 
day of July, 1926, and paid her Eight Hundred and Fifty 
Dollars ($850.00) for it, his bill of $150.00 being credited, and 
$700.00 he paid in cash. That he had known 1\IIrs. Webster 
all his life, and that he had previous to the time he bought 
the automobile gone on her bond for violation of the Prohibi-
tion Law and had known she had been convicted. He also 
said he knew she was once charged with violating the Pro-
hibition Law and was acquitted. He also testified that after 
his purchase he loaned her the automobile whenever she 
wanted it. That he had known her since she was a child and 
that she had been raised on his father's farm. That the title 
to said automobile is registered with the Motor Vehicle Com-
missioner. That he, ~Iayo, did not know that Sid Monroe 
was acquainted with or knew either :Mr. or 1\IIrs. Webster. 
Teste this 24th day of 1\Iay, 1927. 
HOWARD W. SMITH, Judge. 
page 7 }- The following· is all of the evidence that was in-
troduced by the defendant: 
Wesley Snoots testified that he was a police officer of the 
City of Alexandria; that on the 16th day of January, 1927, 
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in the City of Alexandria, he seized a Buick coupe, engine 
number 1370924, license number V a. 11496-1927; that at the 
time of said seizure ardent spirits, to-wit, 89 gallons and 
JJart of a pint of corn liquor were being illegally transported 
therein. That at the time of the seizure of said automobile 
Sid Monroe (alias Sid Thornberg) was in posesssion of said 
automobile. · 
page 8 t J. N. 'Vood testified that he is a State Prohibi-
tion Inspector stationed at Richmond, Virginia, and 
i11at he has been with the department more than three years. 
That he has been acq~ainted with the general reputation of 
Sid ~Ionroe in the City of Richmond and Chesterfield County 
for one year. That he has the reputation of being a violator 
of the Prohibition Law and has for at least a year, and, so 
far as he knows, has 1W other occupation. 
That he has known the reputation of Ethel F. and E. L. 
Webster a couple of years and that they have the reputation 
of being violators of the Prohibition Law. 
That an inspection of the Buick automobile exhibited to 
the jury as the one seized shows that it was equipped for 
the use of a smoke screen, the manfold having been bored 
and the dash having a hole in it for the connection of a smoke 
screen 'vith the exhaust. The automobile also showed that 
the rumble seat in the back of the automobile had been re-
moved. 
I also kno'v Mr. Mayo, the ~laimant, have known him but 
for·~ short time. I never heard of him being charged with 
a violation of the Prohibition Law. 
page 9 t 1\'Iy name is A. T. Traylor, and I am chief of 
police of Chesterfield County, Virginia. On the 
22nd day of February, 1926, I arrested Sid Monroe for the 
illegal transportation of ardent spirits in Chesterfield County, 
he plead guilty on the 1st day of March, 1926, to the illegal 
transportation and was. fined :B.,ifty Dollars and sentenced to 
one month in jail. I had not known ~Ionroe previous to the 
time I arrested him. I arrested him on the County Road op-
posite #15 Stop, Petersburg car line. Since that time of 
his arrest I have seen him frequently driving a Buick coupe. 
During all this time I had known him and his general repu-
tation was that of a bootlegger. l-Ie was arrested by S'tate 
Prohibition I11spectors in November of 1926, was bailed to 
appear for trial before the Trial Justice of Chesterfield 
County, and skipped his bail. I was after him on a capias 
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.from Richmond for his arrest and had orders from the Trial 
Justice to arrest him. I have known Ethel Webster and her 
husband, E. F. Webster, for four or five years. During all 
that time they had a general reputation of being bootleggers .. 
. · 
page 10 ~ 0. D. Garton, another witness, testified that be 
is a member of the Purity Squad of the police force 
of the City of Richmond. That he has known the general 
reputation of Ethel F. Webster, E. F. Webster and Sid Mon-
,roe since he has been a member of that squad and that he 
has been a member of that squad since August, 1925. That 
they have the reputation of being violators of the prohibition 
law in the Citv of Richmond and the Counties of Henrico and 
Chesterfield. ., 
That the members of the Purity Squad arrested Sid Mon-
roe and he was tried an convicted in the Ifustings Court, Part 
2, of the City of Richmond. That he was arrested prior to and 
plead guilty on the 22nd day of October, 1926. 
That he was one of the officers that arrested Ethel F. Web-
ster and that he testified in the case and she was tried in 
Hustings Court, Part 2. 
That he has known the reputation of all of these persons 
since he went on the Purity Squad and it has been bad for 
all of that time, and when put on as witness for J\fayo witness 
testified that he had known J.\IIayo a short time. That his 
place of business 'vas opposite police headquarters on Broad 
Street in Richmond, but that he did not know his general 
reputation for being a violator and that they had had no 
complaints about him. That he could not say anything as to 
how he ran his business and that he kne·w nothing about him 
at his place of residence. 
page 11 ~ F. J.\II. Wood, another witness, testified that he is 
a S'tate Prohibition Inspector with headquarters 
in the City of Richmond, and that he knows the general repu-
tation of Ethel F. Webster and Sid ~Ionroe as to violations 
of the Prohibition Law. That their reputations in the City 
of Rch~ond and the County of Chesterfield are bad and that 
their reputations have been bad for the last twelve (12) 
months at least. That the Websters resided in the County 
of Chesterfield and that on one occasion 'vhen he was en-
gaged in a raid on their premises he found Sid J\ionroe there 
and also saw a Buick Coupe like the Qne seized in Alex-
andria. 
He arrested Sid J\{onroe on November 26, 1926, for trans-
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porting ardent spirits. He was then using a Nash touring car 
registered in his own name . 
. · That he has never heard of 1\'Iayo being considered a boot-
. legger and that there had been no reports of hfs violating the 
Prohibition Law to his department in Richmond so far as he 
knew. 
page 12 ~ Virginia : 
In the Hustings Court, Part II, of the City of Richmond. 
Commonwealth 
against 
October 22nd; 1926. 
Sid Monroe & Richard Williams. 
upon An Indictment for 1\!lisdemeanor. 
The Assistant Attorney for the Commonwealth pursuant 
to leave heretofore given him having heretofore filed in writ-
ing an information in this case. And thereupon Sid l\{onroe 
.and Richard Williams who stand charged 'vith Misdemeanor 
(Tra?Isporting Ardent Spirits) were led to the bar in the cus-
tody of the S'ergeant and being charged with said offense 
plead guilty. Neither the Assistant Attorney for the Com-
monwealth nor the Defendants by Counsel desiring a jury 
all questions of la'v aud fact were submitted· to the Judge 
of this Court without the intervention of a Jury, and the 
Court having _fully heard the evidence is of opinion and doth 
decide that the ·said Sid J\tionroe and Richard Williams are 
guilty of said charge of Transporting Ardent Spirits and 
doth ascertain their punishment at 3 months each on the 
Public Roads and a fine of Fifty Dollars each. Thereupon it 
is considered by the Court that the said Sid Monroe & Rich-
ard Williams be sent to the Public Roads for the period of 
3 months ench, and that the Commonwealth do recover of the 
said Sid Monroe & Richard Williams her fine of Fifty Dol-
lars each and her costs by her in this behalf expended. - There-
upon the said Sid :r..fonroe & Richard Williams each paid their 
;fine of $50.00 & costs in Court. 
On their motion tbe starting of the road sentence in this 
case is continued unt.il the 22nd day of November, 1926. 
And, thereupon, Sid J\IIonroe, with_ G. _C. Dillon surety (who 
, 
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justified on oath as to the his sufficiency) jointly and sev-
.crally acknowledged themselves indebted to the Common-
. . - wealth of Virginia in the sum of One Thousand 
page 13 ~ Dollars each to be levied of their respective goods, 
chattels, lands & Tenements to the use of the said 
Common,vealth to be rendered, but to be void however on 
this condition that if the said S'id 1\IIouroe shall keep the peace 
and be of good behavior towards all citizens of this Com-
monwealth and especial_Iy not violate any of the provisions 
of the Prohibition La'v and personally appear before this 
Court on the 22nd day of November, 1926, at 10 o'clock A. M. 
to begin his sentence of 3 months on the Public Roads and not 
depart thence without the leave of this Court, this obligation 
1o be void, otherwise to remain in full force and effect. The 
said Sid 1\fonroe & G. C. Dillon jointiy and severally waived 
the benefit of their homestead exemption as to the above recog-
nizance & obligation. 
And, thereupon, Richard Williams with G. C. Dillon, surety 
(who justified on oath as to his sufficiency), jointly and sev-
erally acknowledged themselves indebted to the Common-
wealth of Virginia in the sum of Three Hundred Dollars each 
to be levied of their respective goods, chattels, lands & Tene-
ments to the use of the said Commonwealth to be rendered, 
but to be void however on this condition that if the said Rich-
ard '¥illiams shall keep the peace and be of good behavior 
towards all citizens of this Commonwealth and especially 
not violate any of the provisions of the Prohibition Law and 
personally appear before this Court on the 22nd day of No-
vember, 1926, at 10 o'clock A. 1\L to begin his sentence of 3 
months on the Public Roads and not depart thence without 
the leave of this Court this obligation to be void, otherwise 
to remain in full force and effect. The said Richard Williams 
and G. C. Dillon jointly and severally waived the oenefit of 
their Homestead Exemption as to the above recognizance & 
obligation. 
A Copy-Teste: 
(Signed) vV. E. DuVAL. Clerk. 
(Signed) By H. G. DuVAL, D. C. -
16 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
page 14 ~ Virginia: 
In the Hustings Court, Part II, of the City of Richmond. · 
J anHary 21st, 1925. 
·Commonwealth 
against 
E. F. Webster. 
Upon An Indictment for Misdemeanor. 
E. F. Webster, who stands convicted of Transporting Ar-
dent. Spirits, appeared in Court pursuant to the conditions 
of his recognizance. . And, thereupon, the Court proceeded 
.to pass judgment on the saicl E. F. vVehster. Therefore, it·. 
is considered by the Court that the said E. F. \V ebster be 
sentenced to jail for the period of 1 month and that he be fined 
the sum of Fifty Dollars & Costs and if the fine & costs are 
not paid at the expiration of the 1 month in Jail, the said E. 
·F. Webster shall serve a further time of 6 months in City Jail 
in payment of said fine & costs. 
A Copy-Teste: 
page 15 } Virginia: 
(Signed) W. E. DuVAL, -Clerk. 
(Signed) By H. G. DuVAL, D. C. 
In the Hustings Court, Part II, of the City of Richmond. 
Commonwealth 
against 
Ethel F. Webster. 
May 3rd, 1926. 
Upon An Indictment for ~Hsdemeanor. 
On motion of the .Asst. Attorney for the Commonwealth & 
with the assent of the Court it is ordered that the Informa-
tion be filed in this case. And thereupon Ethel F. Webster, 
who stands charged with Misdemeanor (having in posses-
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sion and storing ardent ·spirits) was led to the bar in the 
custody of the Sergeant ~and being arraigned of the said of-
fense plead guilty to said charge. Neither the Asst. Attor-
rney for the Commonwealth nor the defendant desiring a jury 
all matters of law and fact "rere submitted to the Court with-
out the intervention of a jury and the Court having. fully 
l1eard the evidence, is of opinion and doth decide that the 
said Ethel li,. Webster is guilty of having in possession and 
storing ardent spirits and doth ascertain her punishment at 
Q months in city jail & fined a sum of One Hundred Dollars. 
Therefore, it is considered by the Court that the said Ethel 
F. Webster be sentenced to jail for the period of two months 
and the Commonwealth do recover of the said Ethel F. Web-
ster her fine. of $100.00 and costs in this case. And if the 
fine and costs .are not paid at the expiration of the time to be 
served, in jail, she shall serve· a further term of 3 months in 
payment of· said fine & costs. 
A Copy-Teste: 
(Signed) Vv. E. DuVAL, Clerk. 
(Signed) By H. G. DuVAL, D. C. 
(Common Law Order Book #18, page 9R) 
Teste this 24th day of 1\fay, 1927. 
HO:\VARD \V. S~IITH, Judge. 
yJage 16 ~ The following instruction asked for by the de-
fendant, as hereinafter denoted, is the only in- . 
struction offered by either plaintiff or defendant, and it is 
certified that the said ins~ruction was refused by the Court: 
"The Court instructs the jury that the burden is upon the 
IJlaintiff N. G. 1\fayo, to show to the satisfaction of the jury 
.tl1at Sid ~Ionroe at the time the plaintiff loaned the Buick 
'automobile to him did not bear the general reputation of 
being a violator of the Prohibition Law, and if they shall be-
lieve from the evidence he had a general reputation as a vio-
lator of the Prohibition Law in the City of Richmond they 
shall find for the Commonwealth of Virginia on the issues 
joined." 
18 Supreme Court of Appeals of Virginia. 
To which action of the Court refusing said instruction, the 
Commonwealth by counsel, excepted and for ground of excep-
tion stated that the said petitioner is charged with notice of 
the general reputation of said Mayo, as a violator of the Pro-
hibition Law, in the City of Richmond, in which said Mayo 
resided at the time be borrowed the automobile from peti-
tioner.· . 
And it is certified that upon both of the issues joined the 
jury found for the petitioner, }tlayo, and that the Common-
wealth, by counsel, moved the Court to set aside the verdict 
of the jury and to enter judgment for the co1idemnation and 
sale of the automobile· in the proceedings mentioned, which 
motion of the Commonwealth the Court denied, and entered 
judgment granting the petitioner 1\tiayo ·the relief prayed for 
in his said petition, and that the Commonwealth excepted. 
Teste this 24th day of ~lay, 1927. 
HOWARD "'\V. S'~IITH, Judge. 
page 17 ~In the Corporation Court of the City of Alexandria, 
Virginia. 
Commonwealth 
vs. 
One Buick Coupe. 
ORDER. 
This cause having heretofore been submitte¢1 to a jury, 
upon the petition of N. B. Mayo, owner of the automobile in 
((Uestion, and- the jury having found in favor of said N. B. 
Mayo, upon said said petition to have said automobile re-
leased and disrhnrged from the forfeiture proceedings, and 
the C'Ourt having heretofore overruled the motion of the Com-
mon,vealth to set aside the verdict of the jury, 
It is, therefore, ordered that the said automobile be, and 
the same is hereby released from said forfeiture, and the 
City Sergeant is hereby directed to deliver sai'd Buick Coupe 
to said N. B. Mayo upon the payment by said Mayo of the 
costs of this proceeding. 
May 24th, 1927. 
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page 18 ~ I, Elliott F. Hoffman, Clerk of the Corporation 
·Court ~f the City of Alexandria, do hereby certify 
that the foregoing and annexed is a true transcript of the 
record in the case of Commonwealth vs. One Buick Coupe Au-: 
tomobile, Engine No. 1370924. 
I further certify that the said copy was not made up and 
completed until defendant had had due notice of the making 
of the same and of the intention ·of the plaintiff to take an 
appeal therein. 
Given under my hand this 25th day of May, 1927. 
ELLIOTT F. HOFFMAN, 
Clerk, Corporation Court, City of 
Alexandria, Virginia. 
A Copy-Teste: 
H. STEW ART JONES, C. C. 
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